


























But the Committee staff approved the precise wording of some of that correspondence, at times 
recommending disclosme and at other times not recommending it. It appears that Representative 
Petri acted only in response to that advice. 

Finally, as noted above, OCE found no evidence that Representative Petri or his staff 
contacted the Committee or its staff for advice with respect to five discrete issues. This may be 
true. As a threshold matter, however, it is not a violation of the rules not to seek advice from the 
Committee or its staff. 

The lack of a requirement to seek advice notwithstanding, in all five circumstances, the 
Committee believes that either the conduct was consistent with the Committee staffs previously 
issued advice, or the conduct was not of the sort that would raise concerns about conflicts of 
interest. The first action - Representative Petri' s telephone call - was one of many quite similar 
contacts for which Representative Petri and his staff had sought informal staff-level guidance 
repeatedly and contemporaneously. The Committee does not expect, once Members, officers, 
and employees have received and comprehended advice received from the Committee or its staff, 
that they will need to call back for duplicative and redundant conversations about the same topic. 
The same analysis applies with equal force to the simple status check performed when 
Representative Petri's staff contacted the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

With respect to the truck weight limits, no evidence exists to suggest that this dialogue 
requested a specific allowance for Oshkosh's subsidiary, but rather that it affected the entire 
industry. The Chief of Staff noted that, "my understanding is this wasn ' t just Oshkosh, it was in 
general the fire and emergency vehicle association, the whole community . . .. I think it affected 
the emergency vehicle industry." 18 

Finally, with respect to the meetings with Egyptian government representatives, these 
meetings apparently did not discuss Oshkosh business or Egyptian contracting opportunities 
specifically. In another case, the Committee decided that, where there was no indication that the 
Member received a financial benefit from congressional testimony provided by a business 
colleague, the conflicts of interest rules did not condemn such action. 19 So too is the case here. 

And, while the contact with EPA for Manitowoc involved a different company facing a 
different issue, the contact amounted to a single letter and a status check, similar in many ways 
to Representative Petri ' s work for Oshkosh, only less substantial. 

OCE was correct to consider potential flaws in Representative Petri ' s consultations with 
the Committee and its staff, because substantial compliance with those consultations protected 
Representative Petri from a substantive review of his conduct. However, in light of all the 
available evidence, the Committee concluded that Representative Petri ' s actions related to 
Manitowoc substantially conformed to advice he received from the Committee staff, and that 
while not entitled to a rule-based safe harbor for such conformity, it would be inequitable to 

18 OCE Referra l at 23. 
19 See Comm. on Standards of Official Conduct, In the Matter of Representative Sam Graves, H. Rept. 111-320, 
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punish him when he relied on that advice. Taken together, the concerns OCE identified with 
Representative Petri 's consultations are not sufficient to remove this inequity. The Committee 
notes, however, that the more comprehensive and consistent one's consultation with the 
Committee or its staff, the more protection the Committee can offer in response to actions related 
to that consultation. As stated above, the Member is personally responsible for identifying that 
he may have a conflict of interest. The Member must then exercise due diligence to collect and 
provide to the Committee accurate and complete information to enable the Committee to 
appropriately vet the issue and render advice. 

-v. CONCLUSION 

The Committee' s nonpartisan staff handles, on average, over 50 informal requests for 
advice each day of the year. In the last Congress, the Committee fielded more than 40,000 
informal requests for guidance. This is in addition to the other work of the Committee -
approving travel requests, issuing formal advisory opinions, and investigating matters like the 
one that makes up the subject of this Report. The informal advice is no less important than the 
rest of these activities. Such advice requires Members and staff to provide the Committee staff 
with complete and accurate disclosures of facts and proposed action. Where advice-seekers do 
not provide complete and accurate disclosure, they should not expect the Committee' s advice to 
shield them from further inquiry. 

In this case, the supporting documents and other evidence show that Representative Petri 
repeatedly sought guidance from the Committee staff and, as evidenced by the contemporaneous 
email messages, engaged in a substantially complete and accurate - albeit imperfect - level of 
disclosure in seeking such informal advice. Representative Petri or his office also consistently 
followed the informal advice and guidance they received from the Committee. The Committee 
concluded that, on these facts , Representative Petri was entitled to rely on the staff-level analysis 
of his conduct and their contemporaneous advice, and his conduct appears to have substantially 
complied with the staff's guidance. Therefore, it would be inequitable to subject his conduct to 
an additional review at this later date, and the Committee will take no further action in this 
matter.20 

20 Representative Petri is retiring from the House at the conclusion of this Congress, and had announced his intention 
to retire several months before the Committee receive the referral from OCE. While it is not always possible for the 
Committee to conclude its inquiries into allegations before a Member departs from the House (thus depriving the 
Committee of jurisdiction), the Committee does attempt to do so in every case. In this matter, there were not 
significant facts in dispute, conflicting witness testimony, or a sizeable volume of documents to review. Moreover, 
the supporting documents provided to the Committee by OCE included a substantial record of consistent efforts by 
Representative Petri or his official staff to seek - and follow - the Committee ' s informal advice and guidance. After 
receiving those supporting documents, the Committee was able to resolve this matter in just over two months . In 
addition, the Committee appreciates Representative Petri 's cooperation with the Committee's investigation, which 
also contributed to its swift resolution. 
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VI. STATEMENT UNDER HOUSE RULE XIII, CLAUSE 3(C) 

The Committee made no special oversight findings in this Repo1i. No budget statement 
is submitted. No funding is authorized by any measure in this Report. 
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